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Dear Editor
In their letter Liu et al. presented 'A simple approach to derive Z-scores involving more than two serial results'. 1 This stated approach was used to calculate Z n -scores dependent on the number of serial results (n), and some calculated Z n -scores were compared with the Z n -scores calculated by the model based on 10,000 simulated data from Lund et al. 2, 3 The total calculated Z n -scores are listed in Table 1 for both uniand bidirectional changes in serial results using both Table 1 ). Liu et al. 1 explained the differences on the basis of the fact that Lund et al. 2 used a ratio of two results being compared, instead of the percentage difference and assumed an underlying log-normal distribution of results. We think that this is unlikely, since all of the other Z nscores are comparable (Table 1) . The minor differences observed may instead reflect a few extreme random numbers in the simulated calculations. In conclusion, the two different calculation models of Z n -scores for more than two serial results suggest that the Z n -score values in Table 1 are correctly calculated. Both models confirm the need for using varying Z n -scores as a function of number of results (n) (according to Table 1) in order to calculate the limits for constant percentage of false positives in several consecutive measurements.
